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PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSI NESS ADDRESS AND PRESENT

POSI T1 ON.

My name is WlliamD. Salvatore and ny office is |ocated at
32 Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York. | hold the
position of District Manager - Regulatory Affairs for AT&T.
| amresponsible for regulatory matters relating to AT&T s

| ocal market entry in New York and New Engl and.

ARE YOU THE SAME W LLI AM SALVATORE WHO PROVI DED DI RECT
TESTI MONY | N THE | NSTANT PROCEEDI NG?

Yes.

WHAT | S THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTI MONY?

The purpose of my testinony is to bring to the Departnent’s
attention the fact that Verizon-MA has failed to file cost
estimates for line splitting in conjunction with the
unbundl ed network el ement -platform (“UNE-P”) and, further,
refuses to provide such an offering in contravention of the
Departnment’s Order in D.T.E. 98-57-Phase Il1-A, effective
Cct ober 2, 2000. AT&T recommends that the Departnent

i medi ately order Verizon-MA to provide UNE-P/Iline
splitting and, since line splitting and |ine sharing are

essentially the sane service, set the rates for line
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splitting equal to the rates established in the instant

proceeding for line sharing.

PLEASE EXPLAI N WHAT IS MEANT BY LINE SPLI TTI NG AND LI NE

SHARI NG?

Line splitting and line sharing are functionally the sane
service. They both permt the range of frequencies
transmtted over a typical 2 wire residential |oop to be
split in order to provide sinmultaneous transm ssion of both
data for DSL service (high frequency portion of the | oop)
and voice services (low frequency portion of the | oop).

The only difference between line sharing and line splitting
is that the termline splitting is used to denote that
situation where a CLEC provides both the voice and data
(either alone or in conjunction with a data LEC) over the
sane line. The termline sharing is used in those
situations where the |ILEC provides the voice and a CLEC

provi des the data over the sane |ine.

| S THE SAME EQUI PMENT USED AT THE CENTRAL OFFI CE TO PROVI DE

BOTH LI NE SPLI TTI NG AND LI NE SHARI NG?
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Yes. In general, the sanme equipnent/facilities required at
the Central Ofice to provide both Iine splitting and |ine
sharing are the sane, i.e., splitters, splitter periphera

equi pnment and cross connection arrangenents.

Splitters are equi pnent that separates the high (data) and
| ow (voice) frequencies of the |loop, thereby permtting

si nmul t aneous voi ce and data transm ssion over a single

| oop. Peripheral equipnment such as racks is al so necessary
to provide shelf space for splitters. Cross-connections
are necessary to connect the high frequency data signals to
a CLEC s collocation arrangenent for nultiplexing,
switching and transmi ssion over a data network such as the
internet and for voice signals to be connected to the

| LEC s local switch for access to the public swtched
network. The sane splitters, peripheral equipnent and
cross connection arrangenents are used both in a UNE-P/I|ine
splitting arrangenent and in a |ine sharing arrangenent
because, as stated earlier, the only difference between the
two scenarios is whether the ILEC or CLEC provides the

voi ce service to the end user.

HAS THE DEPARTMENT PREVI QUSLY ORDERED LI NE SPLI TTI NG W TH

UNE- P?



A W N P

e
R Owo~NOU

12
13
14

25
26

IESTI IVIUNY
W LLI AM D. SALVATORE

Yes. Inits Oder in D.T.E. 98-57, Phase IIl-A the
Departnent reversed a previous Order and required Veri zon-
MA to provide line splitting in conjunction with UNE P

The Departnment stated in this regard:

Upon further analysis of the SBC Texas Order, we
find that we incorrectly interpreted that Order
and we now conclude that Verizon is required to
keep the UNE-P arrangenent intact when CLECs use
line splitting to provide voice and data services
to custoners over the same Verizon-|eased |inel.

HAS THE FCC ORDERED LI NE SPLI TTI NG W TH UNE- P?

Yes. Inits its January 19, 2001 Order (para. 16) in FCC
01-26, the FCC clarified that ILECs are required to offer

line splitting in conjunction with UNE-P. It states:

We grant the petitions of AT&T and Worl dCom wi t h
respect to their request for clarification that
an i ncunbent LEC nust permt conpeting carriers
provi di ng voi ce service using the UNE-platformto
ei ther self-provision necessary equi pment or
partner with a conpetitive data carrier to
provi de xDSL service on the sane |line.

'S THE | NSTANT PROCEEDI NG THE PROPER VEHI CLE FOR THE
DEPARTMENT TO SET PERMANENT RATES FOR VERI ZON' S UNE- P/ LI NE

SPLI TTI NG OFFERI NG?

Yes. On January 12, 2001, the Departnent issued its “VOTE

AND ORDER TO OPEN | NVESTI GATION' in which it opened this

! Department Order in D.T.E. 98-57-Phase Il1-A effective October 2, 2000,
Section D. 2.
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docket. In that order, the Departnent directed Verizon to
devel op TELRI C-based UNE rates. In addition, the

Departnent stated in its June 12, 2001 Interlocutory O der
(at p. 8) on an appeal of a hearing officer’s denial of a

nmotion to strike certain rate issues fromthe proceedi ng as

o o0 b~ W N P

10
11

13
14
15

foll ows (enphasi s added):

[ T] he current docket is a new investigation
into Verizon's rates for network el enents
and services and is intended to be a
conprehensi ve revi ew of these rates,

i ncl udi ng those established relatively
recently.

Q HAS VERI ZON PROPOSED COST- BASED RATES FOR UNE- P/ LI NE
SPLITTING IN TH S PROCEEDI NG I N ACCORDANCE WTH THE

DEPARTMENT" S ORDER I N DTE 98-57, PHASE 111 - A?

A It does not appear so. In its response to ATT

interrogatory 9-1 (see attached), Verizon states:

The Departnment has ruled that Verizon MA is
required to provide line splitting only in
accordance with FCC rules. See D.T.E. 98-57,
Phase I'l11-B Carification Order. The FCC has
ruled that line splitting constitutes a new
configuration of |oop, splitter and sw tching
el ements that enables a CLEC al one or with
anot her CLEC to provide voice and data over a
single loop, but it is not a configuration in
whi ch the UNE-P arrangenent remnmins intact.?

2D.T.E. 01-20 (Part A), Verizon MA response to ATT 9-1, dated May 18,

2001.
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Thus, it appears that contrary to the Departnment’s Order in
D.T.E. 98-57, Phase II1l-A which specifically states that
Verizon MA “is required to keep the UNE-P arrangenent
intact” when used in conjunction with line splitting,

Verizon-MA is now refusing to provide UNE-P/line splitting.

WHY IS THE | SSUE OF KEEPI NG THE UNE-P ARRANGEMENT | NTACT
VWHEN USED I N CONJUNCTI ON W TH LI NE SPLI TTI NG ESSENTI AL FOR
CLECS TO COWETE W TH VERI ZON- MA FOR VO CE AND DSL

SERVI CES?

From a cost and tinme perspective, the nost efficient way
for a non-facilities based carrier to serve a custoner’s
voi ce needs is for the CLEC to order UNE-P. UNE-P provides
all of the individual UNEs, e.g., |oops, swtching,
transport, signaling, etc., needed to provide end-to-end
voi ce service to an end user in a single order wthout
going through the tinme and expense of ordering the

i ndividual UNE's and incurring multiple service order
charges. This is precisely why the FCC originally required
UNE-P. In addition, in order for a CLEC to simultaneously
serve its voice custonmer’s data needs, the CLEC should
sinply be permtted to provide its own splitters and order

t he cross-connections from Veri zon needed to provide DSL
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service just as CLECs do in a line sharing scenari o where

Veri zon retains the end user for voice.

However, if the CLEC is precluded from ordering UNE-P
sinply because it also wishes to provide DSL service, it
will be forced to order what Verizon-MA calls “a new
configuration of loop, splitter and swi tching el enents”?®

whi ch may cost nore and take nore time to provision than

UNE- P.

Consi der al so the scenario where the CLEC al ready provides
voi ce service to the end user via UNE-P and the end user
now w shes to purchase DSL service fromthe sane CLEC. |If
the CLEC is required to disconnect the UNE-P arrangenent
and reorder this “new configuration”, it will incur
additional tinme and expense and possi bly inconvenience to
the end user sinply because it wishes to add line splitting
to the existing UNE-P arrangenent in order to provide DSL
service over the same | oop. UNE-P should not be

di snenbered just because a CLEC wi shes to provi de voice and
DSL service over the sane |oop as Verizon-MA and its data
affiliate can do and as another CLEC can do if Verizon

retains the end user’s voice service in a |line sharing
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scenario. CLEC s who win a voice custoner from Verizon- MA
and al so wish to provide DSL service should not be
penal i zed by being required to unnecessarily “junp through

nore hoops” than its conpetitors.

VHAT SHOULD THE DEPARTMENT DO TO LEVEL THE PLAYI NG FI ELD

FOR VO CE AND DSL SERVI CES?

In order to level the conpetitive playing field, the
Departnment need only reaffirmits directive in its Oder in
D.T.E. 98-57, Phase II1l-A to keep the UNE- P arrangenent
intact in aline splitting scenario. voice custoners of
CLECs being served by UNE-P who wish to sign up for DSL
servi ce shoul d experience no nore disruption than voice
custonmers of Verizon wi shing to add DSL service. ©Moreover
Verizon should not be allowed to use this situation to

i npose new, non-recurring charges for the | oop and ot her
UNEs which the CLEC is already using to provide UNE-P voice
service. In addition, the Departnment should allow CLECs
using UNE-P/line splitting to order the sane
splitter/cross-connection arrangenents available in a line
sharing scenario at the sane prices, terns and conditions

as are currently available in Verizon-MAs Tariff 17.

S At ths time, AT&T is not aware of what the requirenments would be to
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1 Q DCES THI S CONCLUDE YOUR TESTI MONY?

2 A Yes it does.

di sconnect UNE-P and reorder this “new configuration” or whether this “new
configuration” is even currently avail abl e.



